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/BSTRACT ) P

: . Bem s androgyny tﬁeory pred1cf; better psycholog1ca1
adjustment in androgynous males, and females (those with a balante of
masculine and feminine tra1ts) than in traditionally masculine men or
feminine women. However, recent research ggests that androgynous
individuals have no advantage over masculine-typed ‘individuals of
either sex. To explore the relationship between adjustment and
sex-role orientation in college males, 45 male students completed the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) and the Bem Sex
Role Inventory (BSRI). A median split procedure was used to form four
sex-role*groups: androgynous, masculine, feminine, and
undifferentiated males. These ur groups were compared on the 3
validity and 10 clinical scalles' of the MMPI. Data analyses showed
that masculine men had greater ego strength and were less socially
introveyted than feminine men. No significant differencgs were found
between masculine and androgynous men. There was also a significant
negative correlation between masculine scores and:the Si scale of the
MMPI, and a significant positive correlation between femininity and
the S1 scale. The results tend to support the:hypothesis that "real
men" (masculine men) are similar to androgynous typed men in that
they ténd to have greater ego strength and less social discomfort’
than feminine or undifferentiated men. Addat1ona1 support was.
generated for the notion that masculinity is the 1mportant trait in

the adjustment of androgynoug\::j\ﬁiiAS)
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‘Bem's (1974)«androgyﬁy‘theory predicts better psyehoTongaf

adJustment 1n androgynous males and fema]es--those w1tm a ba]ance
Y

of masculine and feminine tra1ts--than in trad1t1ona11y mascu11ne

RS . oy ‘.!.l'

men (“real man‘) or feminine women A grow1ng body oﬁ«research

suggcbts, however, that‘mndrogynous persons enJoy no. advahtage
it *«"f ne

Lver mascu11ne typedﬁpersons of e1ther sex Kelly and worre11
{(1977) conc]uded in a rev1ew of the literature that androgynous

and mascu11ne persons tend to share’simi1ar characteristics
1nd|eat1ve of better psycho1091ca1 adjustment while fem1n1ne and
undifferentiated persons (those . w1th low levels of mascu11ne and
feminine sex-role tra1ts) tend to share similar characteristics
of poorer adjustment | In a test of Ke]]y and worrelléf hypothe-
sis with co]]ege women using the MMPI to measure adjustment and
the BemmSex‘éole Inventoty (BSRI:jto measure sex role orienta-
'tion, Adams and Sherer (1982) fPund that.androgynOus and mascu~
liné college women did not differ in adjustment and'that_both
groups were better adjusted (i.e., 1essidepressed, anxdous,

. "
tense, and socially introverted) than'undifferentiated viomen.
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’ ;There is some evidence to suggest that psycho]og1ca1*
androgyny may have d1fferent4a1 consequences >or men and women.,

Jones, Che{novetz and Hansson (1978) found that ahdrogynous

Tk
ma]es scored in. the 1ess adapt1ve d]rect1on on a variety of
personallty, adJustment and 1nte11ectua1 varlables“ They
hypothe51zed that soq1ety tends to view anat1ve1y the manifes-

| tation of fem1n1neétra1ts in males. A L

In add1t1on to the question of gender d1fferences tn the;
desﬁrab111ty of psyemolog1ca1 androgyny, the issue has been_
raised as to<the actlve ingredient" in~androoyny i Sevéra]

1nvest1gators have suggested that mascu11n1ty is the trait that
afrords androgynous persons their favorable adJustment (e. g.

Ant]]T & Cunningham, 1979; Ke]]y & Horre]] . 1977).: ~They-popint
odt that masculinity scores have been found to corre]ate posi-
tively with measures of self-esteem while fem1n1n1ty scores have
not. Siwmilarly, Adams and Sh%ren (1982) found a sbgnificant
rclatlonship between masculinity, but not femininity, and the
relative abscrice of depression and social dintroversion in co]]ege
women., The present investigation attempts to explore the

-

relationship between adjystment and sex-role orientation in

colleye males. . B

llethod j - oo
¢
Forty rive college maley were administered the MMPI and

BSKI A wmcdlan-split procedure was used to form four sex-rbdle
L) 7
groups: androgynous, masculin., femi

ine, and uhldifferentiated
—
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males. These fouf groups were compaked on the 3 validity and 10 /

~

clinical scales of the MHMPI using a discriminant analysis.

Results _ ; J

Ie

Although the overall E test was not,significant, univériate
:E tests ‘were peffpcﬁed.‘ Significant differences were foﬁqd oﬁ
the K and Si 'scdless F (3,41) = 3.15, p < .03 and F (3,41) =
3.48, p < .02,'réspective1y. (See Table 1.) Newmgn-Keu]'s;gf
.tests revealed thaf‘masculine men had greatér ego strenath than -
feminine men, p 5',05, and were less sotia11y iﬁtroVerted, p <
.05. No significant differeﬁces were found'between masculine and
landrogynous men.
lo assess the relative contrfbutionskéf masculinity and
fewlnlintty tu psycholoyical adjustment, regression analyses Wemé
perfcinmed using predictor variables chosen post ﬁoc: Those MMPI
stales weie selected wh%hh significgﬁtjy sépaiﬂ}ed the fqur
yroups and at the same time were fairly 1§near in interpretation.
Only tne St s.caleé met both criteria. There was a signjficgnt‘
Negative correlaction between masculinity scores and the Si: |
scale, r - - 4v, p < 01, and a signifi;ant positiQe cﬁrrefation{
between tcemininit, and the Si scale, r = .29, p < .05.

Conclusions ' IR

¥

Results tend to support the idea.that "real men" are similar

-

to androgynous men;jn tha;‘they tend to have greater ego strength
and less social discomfortiﬁh@n feminine or undifferentiated men. -

i ~ ' B
Thus, both Bem's tmeory that aqdrogynous men are better adjusted

L)

and Jones, et al.]'s (1978) idea that androgynous men are less
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- we]T adjusted than “real men® failed fto receive support Addi-

- -

t1ona1 support was generated for the not1on that masculinity is,
the important trait in the adJustment of andrqunous men. ‘

. To answer the rather fac1t1ous quest1on raised in the t1t1e,
real nren not only don' t eat qu1che they also don t feel bad .’

about themselves and‘they don t s1t at home~;——rq But then,'ne1ther

do androgynous men.
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‘v Table 1
‘Mean MMPI Scores fdr‘Hasculine; Ahdrogynous; Feminin%,_ .
; hfolc 2 SN : —
and An@rogynous'Collfge Males )
‘Masculine Androgynous “Feminine. 'Undifjerentiated »
46.0- " 45.8 46.2 a6
61.0 59.;} 57.4 56.3 §
Y 558 49, ) 48.1 '52.0
54 .6 51.2 - 55.1, 56.9 e
47 .1: 53.2 53.3 56 4¢3 J
58.9 55.7 55.2 58.2 -
64.7 57.7 54.5 59.5, 4
56.3 62.3 57.6 ‘ 59.6 L :
57.2 58.4 "56.8 ’ 57,;0 L nc »
57.0 57.7 64.3 63.3" - 4
60.6 62.1 62.7 65.1 /.- -
¥2.0 64.3 65.1 63.3
43.9 48.9 53.0 49.8
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